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those across the aisle whose talents lay 
more in spending taxpayer dollars than 
trusting hardworking Americans to 
manage their own paychecks. 

I want to speak specifically, Mr. 
Speaker, to the President’s plan and 
what it means for Tennessee. This is a 
great plan. It will create new jobs. In 
Tennessee, it is going to create 11,500 
new jobs per year for the next 4 to 5 
years. That is about 55,000 new jobs for 
Tennesseans alone. Nationwide we are 
talking about 1.2 million new jobs by 
the end of 2004, and almost 2.9 million 
new jobs in the next 4 to 5 years. This 
is a jobs and growth plan. Increasing 
the child tax credit to $1,000 is good for 
American families. When we are talk-
ing about the child tax credit, that is 
money back in the hands of 27 million 
Americans during 2003. Moving the 
child tax credit from $600 to $1,000 is 
good for American families. It means 
less money taken from their paycheck 
to pay for taxes. Accelerating the indi-
vidual rate reductions in 2003 is good 
for millions of taxpayers. Again, that 
means less money from their paycheck 
to pay for taxes. Providing marriage 
penalty relief now is the right thing to 
do. Marriage penalty relief means less 
money from their paycheck to pay for 
taxes. 

I would encourage every Member of 
this body, our friends on both sides of 
the aisle, to join in making these tax 
cuts permanent. These are not radical 
provisions, Mr. Speaker; and they are 
central to a plan that will not only 
stimulate the economy, it provides a 
foundation for long-term job and eco-
nomic growth. It is a plan for Amer-
ica’s future that will produce results.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

OLD MEN’S OIL WARS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say in response to the ear-
lier Special Order, if the tax rate pro-
grams of the Bush administration as 
enacted 2 years ago actually produced 
jobs, then why has America lost nearly 
3 million more jobs since that last bill 
was passed when in fact all those dol-
lars were not invested in America but 
taken abroad and continue to empty 
out the manufacturing and agricul-
tural sector of this country? 

My speech this evening actually has 
to do with old men’s oil wars. I thought 
it would be important to put on the 
record the following: 

Midland, Texas, home to our current 
President, was drilled dry of oil dec-
ades ago. The President’s father, who 

had also been President, had launched 
Zapata Oil Company to find more oil 
when Texas ran dry in the Gulf of Mex-
ico and beyond. And then to his son, 
when the father was President and 
through his father’s friends, was born 
Harken Energy which the current 
President headed. Both these firms 
looked beyond Texas’ border for black 
gold. Both these firms were headed by 
men who became President of the 
United States. Harken invested in Bah-
rain. The President had to divest him-
self of that before he became our cur-
rent President; but his father, George 
41, still remains a Carlyle Group oil 
and defense acolyte. Their world view 
is shaped by oil. Their life has been oil. 
The politics they pursue is directly en-
twined with oil. 

America consumes 25 percent of the 
world’s petroleum, which is a dimin-
ishing world resource, yet we only have 
2 percent of the world’s people. So hav-
ing drilled America dry for all intents 
and purposes, the fifties oilmen, I call 
them, began to rely more heavily on 
remaining global supplies. The 
motherlode lies in the Middle East. It 
is now on these supplies that America 
has become dangerously reliant. But 
rather than become energy self-suffi-
cient here at home and create thou-
sands of jobs in this country, America’s 
older leaders have continued to drive 
America backwards into a dying petro-
leum age. 

But Henry Kissinger, age 79, is smil-
ing. For longer than I have been an 
adult, his vision has been to tie Iraq’s 
oil to Israel and points west. This trade 
route would secure U.S. vital interests 
in the Persian Gulf, in oil and Israel. 
And now America has assured that Iraq 
is policed by over 100,000 U.S. forces. 

Donald Rumsfeld, age 70, is smiling, 
too. He vainly bragged this month he is 
not known for his diplomacy. The 
world agreed. In his 1983 visit to Sad-
dam Hussein as Middle East special 
envoy for the Reagan administration, 
he was rebuffed when he proposed on 
behalf of Bechtel Corporation, whose 
chairman in those days was George 
Schulz, an oil pipeline that would ex-
tend from Iraq through Jordan to 
Aqaba. Hussein demurred, fearing the 
pipeline would run too close to Israel. 
Now Rumsfeld has sat in Abu Gharyb 
Palace in Baghdad as viceroy Jay Gar-
ner receives Bechtel and Halliburton, 
which DICK CHENEY headed. That com-
pany now receives noncompetitively 
bid contracts from this government to 
secure the oil fields. Not far from 
northern Iraq lies Baku on the Caspian 
Sea, an oil bonanza that even Hitler 
coveted. U.S. forces in both Iraq and 
Afghanistan make future pipeline de-
fense there so much easier. 

George Schulz, age 82, is smiling. No 
longer Chair of Bechtel, he still serves 
on its board. His Stanford protege 
Condoleezza Rice, for whom Chevron 
named an oil tanker, heads the Na-
tional Security Council. 

DICK CHENEY, 62, is smiling. Halli-
burton, of which he served as CEO be-

fore becoming Vice President, just 
landed a no-bid contract, $7 billion 
from the government of the United 
States paid for by the taxpayers of the 
United States, to control the oil fields 
of Iraq. Vice President CHENEY already 
is receiving $180,000 a year from Halli-
burton in deferred compensation. I 
want to know if Halliburton plans to 
make an oil deal with President Karzai 
in Afghanistan who just happens to 
have ties to Unocal Oil. 

Let America embrace the world of 
the future. Let us move beyond the hy-
drocarbon age. U.S. addiction to for-
eign petroleum has cost too many lives 
and the undemocratic oil kingdoms it 
has perpetuated are an international 
disgrace and the primary reason for the 
rise of terrorism. This world view of 
the old oil barons should be no more. 
Let America become energy inde-
pendent here at home. Let the oil king-
doms democratize. Let us invest that 
$100 billion-plus we spend to defend for-
eign oil routes in new technologies 
here at home: photovoltaics, fuel cells, 
biofuels, in high speed rail, hydrogen, 
renewables. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for a new gen-
eration of Americans to take over the 
government of the United States.

f 

b 1915 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include therein ex-
traneous material on the subject of the 
special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida). Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
f 

THE REPUBLICANS’ PROPOSED 
TAX CUT PACKAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. PRICE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I come to the floor tonight 
with several of my colleagues to dis-
cuss our Republican friends’ proposed 
tax cut package and the way it will af-
fect the Federal budget and the Amer-
ican people. 

Mr. Speaker, President Bush has pre-
sided over the Nation’s worst economic 
performance since the Great Depres-
sion and the worst fiscal reversal in all 
of American history. Since President 
Bush took office, we have lost more 
than 2.7 million private sector jobs, 
and real GDP has inched at only 1.5 
percent annually, the worst record for 
any administration in over 50 years. 
The 10-year $5.6 trillion unified budget 
surplus projected when President Bush 
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came into office is gone, totally gone. 
In its place the administration has pro-
posed a budget with over $2 trillion in 
deficits over that same time period. 
That is a fiscal reversal approaching $8 
trillion. 

These charts tell the story. Here we 
have the fiscal reversal illustrated 
going from a $5.6 trillion surplus 2 
years ago projected until now looking 
at a $2 trillion deficit over the next 10 
years. And this chart gives the picture 
on jobs. In the first 28 months of the 
Clinton administration, 6.8 million pri-
vate sector jobs gained, 1993 through 
April of 1995. In the first 28 months of 
the Bush administration, 2.7 million 
private sector jobs lost as of April of 
this year. 

Unfortunately, in the face of all this, 
in the face of the worst fiscal reversal 
in this Nation’s history, the response 
of our Republican friends is to propose 
more and more of the same failed poli-
cies. Finding themselves in a hole, 
their message seems to be just keep 
digging. Mr. Speaker, Democrats be-
lieve that a stimulus plan should be 
based on three simple principles, prin-
ciples that should be self-evident but 
that our Republican friends incredibly 
seem unable to grasp. 

First, a stimulus plan should be fair. 
It should put money back in the pock-
ets of average Americans, boosting 
consumer demand and the business in-
vestment needed to meet it. 

Secondly, a stimulus plan should ac-
tually stimulate the economy. It 
should be fast-acting with its impact 
concentrated to provide an immediate 
jump-start to the economy. It should 
get the most bang for the buck by tar-
geting consumers likely to spend and 
businesses likely to invest and hire 
new workers. 

Finally, a stimulus plan should be 
fiscally sound. It should be paid for. It 
should not pile up national debt. It 
should not contain gimmicks which 
disguise its true cost. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic plan 
that we will be debating tomorrow is 
organized around these three prin-
ciples. The Republican plan fails to 
meet the standards by a country mile. 
It is not even close. Tomorrow the 
House is scheduled to debate the Re-
publicans’ $550 billion tax cut, every 
penny of it borrowed money, funded by 
increased government debt that will be 
passed on to our children and grand-
children. 

Tax cuts that actually stimulate the 
economy during a downturn make good 
sense. However, the Republican plan 
only puts in place 9 percent of its tax 
cuts this year, precisely when they are 
needed the most. The House Repub-
lican plan centers on tax cuts, on stock 
dividends and capital gains, both of 
which economists have rated as very 
ineffective in stimulating the econ-
omy. These proposals would benefit 
mainly upper-income individuals who 
are much more likely to save such 
windfalls than would be low- and mod-
erate-income families. Under the Re-

publicans’ proposal millionaires would 
receive approximately $139 billion in 
tax cuts through 2013. That is essen-
tially the same amount of tax cuts 
that would be received by the entire 
bottom 89 percent of households com-
bined. 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply irrespon-
sible to be considering large upper-
bracket tax cuts that will worsen the 
long-term deficit to the tune of $1.2 
trillion over the next 10 years, to be 
doing this at a time when we should be 
paying down the national debt to pre-
pare for the retirement of the baby 
boom generation, which after all begins 
in only 5 years. Moreover the Repub-
lican plan is full of phony sunsets and 
other gimmicks that actually under-
state its true cost. 

By contrast House Democrats have 
proposed a stimulus package that is 
fast, fair acting, fiscally responsible, 
and paid for. It uses a proven approach 
to creating jobs and growing the econ-
omy, puts money directly into the 
hands of average Americans, the very 
people most likely to spend it, and it 
provides tax relief to businesses most 
likely to invest. It focuses on jump-
starting the economy now at a fraction 
of the cost of the Republican tax cut 
proposal. It provides permanent tax 
cuts for most American families, in-
cluding an immediate increase in the 
child tax credit, marriage penalty re-
lief, the expansion of the 10 percent tax 
bracket. The House Democratic plan 
also extends unemployment benefits 
for 26 weeks. It increases the level of 
benefits and provides temporary aid to 
States to broaden coverage to low-wage 
earners and part-time workers. These 
benefits would provide financial help to 
5 million out-of-work Americans, and 
economists have rated that as one of 
the most effective stimuli that would 
we could apply. 

In contrast the Republican plan 
would allow the Federal Unemploy-
ment Benefits program to expire on 
May 31, leading to millions of families 
being denied this unemployment insur-
ance to help tide them over. 

What about the States? As a result of 
a bad economy, States are facing the 
worst fiscal crisis since World War II. 
States across the country are cutting 
education and health programs and 
raising taxes, undermining jobs, under-
mining economic recovery. The Demo-
cratic jobs and growth plan in stark 
contrast to the Republican plan which 
has said to the States go elsewhere, the 
Democratic plan would provide $44 bil-
lion in aid to States to minimize tax 
increases and service cuts and to pre-
vent the job losses that would other-
wise occur. 

The second chart compares the stim-
ulative effect of the proposals I have 
been discussing. If we extend Federal 
unemployment benefits for every dol-
lar we spend, the stimulative effect in 
the economy, the amount of economic 
activity generated, comes to $1.73, one 
of the most effective things we could 
do. If we support the States through 

Medicaid and education and homeland 
security funding, for every dollar we 
invest that way we get $1.24 in bang for 
the buck, also a good stimulative ef-
fect. 

The centerpiece for our Republican 
friends’ dividend tax reduction, 9 cents 
of impact for every dollar of revenue 
lost. If what we are talking about is 
stimulating the economy, then this 
chart says it all. 

Finally, the Democratic plan would 
provide companies with a tax credit 
worth up to $2,400 for hiring somebody 
who has been out of work at least 6 
months and includes $29 billion in tax 
incentives to generate investment and 
jobs now, such as allowing small busi-
nesses to expense up to $75,000 of the 
cost of new investments through 2004, 
triple the current limit. In other 
words, businesses would be encouraged 
to invest sooner rather than later, 
again fueling economic growth.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that 
the Democratic plan would create al-
most twice as many jobs as the Repub-
lican plan in the first year. Let me be 
specific. The Democratic plan would 
create 1.1 million jobs compared to the 
Republicans’ 600,000 jobs. And the 
Democratic plan would achieve this at 
a fraction of the cost. 

Instead of saddling our children and 
grandchildren with a mounting na-
tional debt, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Democratic plan that will 
help revive the economy, promotes eco-
nomic growth, offers tax relief to those 
who need it most, uses honest account-
ing, and is paid for. 

A number of Members are going to be 
speaking over this hour about the 
choices that we have tomorrow and 
about what we can do now, what we 
can do effectively to turn this economy 
around and to do that in a fiscally re-
sponsible way, and I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), a 
valued colleague from Virginia, a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget 
who over the years has stood for fiscal 
integrity, fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE), my very good friend and 
colleague, for yielding. I thank him for 
laying out the Democratic and the Re-
publican plans tonight. 

These are going to be the subjects of 
the debate tomorrow, and it appears 
that we are going to have another 
party-line vote. My friend recalls an-
other party-line vote that we had in 
1993 when President Clinton proposed 
an economic growth strategy to get 
out of another Bush recession. We were 
told by our colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle that this was 
going to cause more unemployment, 
further recession, that we would never 
recover, that it was unfair. 

The fact is President Clinton did 
raise taxes. We are not talking about 
raising any taxes. President Clinton 
went ahead, raised taxes on the 
wealthiest people in this country. He 
balanced the budget. He made sure ev-
erything was paid for, that we did not 
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have to borrow money from Social Se-
curity and Medicare to pay for tax cuts 
as of course this tax cut plan does. It 
borrows every penny out of Social Se-
curity and Medicare. But now that we 
look back on the effects of that eco-
nomic growth strategy that was very 
consistent with the Democratic plan 
that the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. PRICE) has laid out and that 
the Democrats are going to present to-
morrow, it worked. It worked. 

During the 8 years of the Clinton ad-
ministration, this country experienced 
the highest prosperity that any coun-
try in the history of civilization has 
ever experienced. Certainly this was 
the best extended economic boom that 
America could ever have realized. And, 
in fact, all those people, those people 
at the highest tax bracket, that was 
39.6 percent at that time, they took 
home more after-tax income than has 
ever been achieved in any economy in 
the history of this United States of 
America. The wealthiest made more 
wealth, more wealth than they have 
ever experienced. So it was not a con-
fiscatory rate. What we did was to plow 
money back into investing in people 
and education and training, balancing 
the budget so the financial markets 
had confidence that there were not 
going to be high interest rates in the 
future, and it worked. It worked. And 
of course those who own the means of 
production, they benefitted the most. 

So now what are we going to do? As 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE) has shared with us, we are 
doing just the opposite of the Clinton 
plan. We are consistent with what 
President Bush has already done, al-
though so far the tax cuts that he has 
implemented have cost this economy 
2.7 million jobs, but now we have a tax 
cut that is going to give the same 
amount of money to 1/10 of 1 percent of 
the American people. The 1/10 of the 1 
percent of the very wealthiest Ameri-
cans are going to get the same amount 
of money that the 90 percent of Ameri-
cans who are earning less than $95,000 a 
year, which is pretty good but those 
are in the middle class. From $95,000 
down, that is 90 percent of the Amer-
ican people, they are going to get as 
much benefit as the top 1/10 of 1 per-
cent of the very wealthiest. Can that 
possibly be fair? It is not fair, and it is 
going to come back to haunt us. And 
this money that has to be borrowed 
from Social Security and Medicare 
that is going to come due, we are not 
going to have to pay it. Our kids are 
going to have to pay it. We have esti-
mates now that the public debt of a 
child that is born today, by the time 
they are ready to enter high school, we 
are going to have $12 trillion of debt.

b 1930 
By the time they become a working 

adult, it is going to be much more than 
that; and they are going to be spending 
half of their income paying off debt 
that their parents’ generation caused 
because of these tax cuts that are un-
paid for. It is almost criminal. 

Also, in addition to being so unfair to 
subsequent generations of Americans, 
it is so duplicitous. Now, I know it 
seems like nickel and diming; but, gosh 
sakes, in order to get this plan that is 
going to be offered by the majority 
through, we get a whole lot of magic 
tricks in this. 

For example, you raise the child tax 
credit to $1,000, but for 3 years; and 
then you bring it back down again so 
that it does not look as though it is as 
costly as it really is. You do the same 
thing with the marriage penalty. 

The American people ought to ask 
the proponents of this tax plan, do we 
get to keep these tax cuts? Are you 
going to give it on the one hand and 
take it away from the other? The fact 
is it is the latter. It is just like the last 
tax cut, to purport we could pay for it, 
they sunsetted it all in 2011. Now they 
come back, of course, and want to 
make all the tax cuts permanent. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Why 
on Earth would our Republican friends 
want to do such a thing? It clearly is 
something that they do not intend to 
stick by. They do not really intend for 
these tax cuts to expire. Why would 
they write such a bill? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I suspect, I 
know it is a very good question, that 
they figure the American people are 
never going to catch on to what they 
are doing, to what the real cost of 
these tax cuts are, to the fact that the 
real cost of these tax cuts is $4.6 tril-
lion over the next decade, if you in-
clude the interest on the debt that has 
to be borrowed and if you do what we 
know is going to have to be done, 
which is to make all these tax cuts per-
manent. 

No Congress is going to restore taxes, 
nor is it going to increase taxes. We 
know everybody wants to cut taxes, so 
they are not going to be reinstated. It 
is just like the ones passed in 2001. We 
know that, the Republicans know that, 
but the Republicans are assuming the 
American people are not going to catch 
on, and they can fit this in a budget 
resolution and purport to suggest that 
this is some kind of balanced budget. It 
is not. We have got deficits as far as 
the eye can see. Who is going to pay for 
them? Not us. We are going to be re-
tired. It is our kids that are going to 
have to pay for them. Thousands of 
dollars a year they are going to be pay-
ing because of what we are about to do 
tomorrow. 

This is wrong. This country cannot 
afford it. What this country can afford 
is getting people back on their feet, 
getting money back to States where 
they can generate $1.73 for every dollar 
invested, instead of 9 cents generated 
by the President’s proposal. 

We need to believe in America. We 
need to recognize what has worked in 
the past, what worked in the 90s, and 
what has not worked since President 
Bush took office. We have turned a $5.6 
trillion surplus into trillions of dollars 
of debt, and it is mounting every year. 

I know my colleagues are here, and 
they want to share their views as well; 

but I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Before 
we yield to our colleague from Wash-
ington State, let me just commend the 
gentleman for a powerful statement 
and also for reminding us of a little bit 
of history, not too ancient history, but 
history that goes back to 1993 and a 
night on this House floor that many of 
us will never forget, where without a 
single Republican vote we passed a far-
reaching plan to move the budget to-
ward balance; and in fact from every 
year from then forward, until this 
President took office, every year for 8 
years the deficit came down. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. We had the 
strongest economy. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. The 
strongest economy and the most sus-
tained recovery. We even reached the 
point where we were running a surplus, 
not just a Social Security surplus, but 
a surplus in the general fund of this 
government. We retired $400 billion 
worth of the national debt. But our Re-
publican friends might not be con-
vinced by that historical lesson. It does 
not reflect very well on them. 

So let me just ask the gentleman, 
look back to some previous Republican 
administrations. Is it not true that in 
1982, when the Nation went into a re-
cession and President Reagan had 
pushed through some tax cuts and the 
deficits were mounting, that with Sen-
ator Robert Dole’s leadership some of 
those tax cuts were rescinded and some 
spending was cut? The Congress and 
the President found themselves in a 
hole, and they quit digging. They at 
least quit digging. They did not make 
the problem worse. To some extent 
they halted the deterioration of our fis-
cal situation. 

Then think about the first President 
Bush. I am sure you remember that 
battle. President Bush said ‘‘read my 
lips’’ and had gotten himself locked 
into a situation. But when the econ-
omy declined, when the fiscal situation 
deteriorated, he had the courage and 
the statesmanship to work with Demo-
crats across the aisle and to put a 5-
year budget plan in place. So the first 
President Bush, when he found himself 
in a hole, he quit digging. 

So if our Republican friends do not 
find the 1993 episode instructive, then 
maybe they will find those earlier epi-
sodes instructive. Then the question 
comes back, why is it that this White 
House seems to feel none of that re-
straint? Why is it that this Republican 
leadership seems to feel none of that 
concern, but is perfectly willing, find-
ing themselves in a deep and dangerous 
fiscal hole, to propose that we should 
just keep digging? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. That is the 
operable phrase, my friend. If you are 
in a hole, and we are in a very deep def-
icit hole, you ought to stop digging. In 
2001 we were told that the tax cuts of 
$1.3 trillion were going to revive the 
economy. They did nothing like that. 
What they did was to cause more un-
employment and the financial markets 
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to lose confidence in the future, and it 
has hurt States and localities terribly.

I suspect, though, that the answer to 
the gentleman’s question, why has this 
President Bush acted so differently 
than his father, is that he recognizes 
that although his father did the right 
thing in 1990, set this country on the 
course of a balanced budget, and really 
it was President Clinton acting con-
sistently with that 1990 legislation in 
1993, but the first President Bush de-
serves a lot of credit. But I suspect the 
people in the White House now feel 
that may have been why he lost the 
presidency. 

But that ought not be the criteria. 
The criteria ought to be whether your 
years in service to this country have 
produced a better America, not only 
for your family and my family and the 
whole American family, but, most im-
portantly, for future generations of 
America. That is what we are looking 
for. We are looking for that long-sight-
ed economic policy that has worked in 
the past. 

I thank the gentleman for his 
thoughtful, historical perspective; and 
I yield back to the gentleman so he 
may call on other colleagues. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman. 

I turn to our colleague, the gen-
tleman from the State of Washington 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means and a 
long time member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
was coming downstairs from the Com-
mittee on Rules where I was up there 
making a presentation as they prepare 
for our consideration of this bill tomor-
row. It was never so clear to me as it 
was sitting there that we are in a one-
party government here, where the 
President and the House and the Sen-
ate are all from one party, and they are 
going to have a discussion down here 
tomorrow on their proposal. But what I 
really am fearful of is that the proposal 
the gentleman is putting out here to-
night will not be allowed into the dis-
cussion tomorrow, except in a very ab-
breviated form. I think that is unfortu-
nate, because I think the American 
people ought to have a chance to 
choose between alternatives. That is 
what this government is about. 

Will Rogers one time said people 
would rather have fair taxes than lower 
taxes. The fact is we do not have fair 
taxes. The proposal that is coming 
down here tomorrow is one that 80 per-
cent of the benefit goes to people above 
$90,000 a year in income. Now, I do not 
think they need a tax break. The effect 
of this bill tomorrow would be to give 
a $105,000 tax break to people making 
$1 million, while people who are mak-
ing $40,000 will get $325. 

Now, that is not a fair tax structure, 
and it basically says the only people 
who know what to do with their money 
are people who are rich. If you give it 
to the people down there making 
$40,000, they will not know what to do 

with it. They will squander it away on 
something, I do not know what; but if 
we give it to the rich people, suddenly 
things will be stimulated. 

The problem with that theory is that 
the Commerce Department, Mr. Bush’s 
Commerce Department, has come out 
and said that industry in this country 
is operating at 75 percent of capacity. 
There is plenty of capacity right now. 
There is no need for further investment 
in capacity. What you need is people 
with money in their hands to buy 
things. 

Now, the bill that I proposed, the 
amendment I proposed upstairs, is a 
proposal that would give a tax holiday 
on the first $20,000 of your payroll 
taxes. Everybody pays payroll taxes. 
Not everybody pays income tax, be-
cause if you are down low enough, you 
do not. But if you are down low or high 
up, you pay payroll taxes for Social Se-
curity and for Medicare. 

If you gave a tax holiday on $20,000 of 
income, everybody in this country, 
every working person in this country, 
would get somewhere between $1,400 or 
$1,500 in rebates. That means that 94 
percent of the money would go to peo-
ple below $75,000 in income, and it goes 
all the way to the bottom. Everybody 
gets it. In my view, that is a fair tax 
cut, if you are going to have one. 

I really think the idea of a tax cut in 
the first place is a bad one. Sitting on 
the Committee on Ways and Means, I 
have watched these tax cuts go whis-
tling through there one after another, 
and we go deeper in debt. 

I was looking at what is going on in 
the States. California is $34 billion in 
the hole; New York is $12 billion; Texas 
is $10 billion; Washington State, my 
State, is $2.4 billion. The National Con-
ference of State Legislatures reports 
that 41 States have accumulated al-
most $84 billion worth of deficit in this 
year, and what we are doing at the na-
tional level is looking out on those 
States and all the mess that is out 
there and saying, tough luck, you are 
on your own. 

Now, that is a major philosophical 
debate that goes on in this House, what 
responsibility does the Federal Govern-
ment have and what responsibility does 
the State have, and this administra-
tion has been pushing off on to the 
States all the responsibility for edu-
cation, health care, the environment, 
whatever; and the States are being de-
stroyed. 

The Missouri Governor, the new Gov-
ernor, is going around turning off every 
third light bulb. He put out a memo for 
the State of Missouri. Connecticut is 
laying off prosecutors in the court sys-
tem. In Kentucky they are laying off 
prison guards. Nebraska just put 25,000 
women and children off the Medicaid 
program. In Michigan they are consid-
ering a proposal to put advertising on 
the sides of police cars so they can 
make money, making them rolling bill-
boards. That is where these States are. 
Ohio has taken 50,000 off of health cov-
erage and Colorado is cutting out the 

senior citizen benefits on property 
taxes for 120,000 seniors in Colorado. 

Now, I could go on with that list, and 
it does not make any difference what 
State you are talking about. And we at 
this level are saying what we are going 
to do with the money we have is we are 
going to give it to those people at the 
top. They are the only ones who know 
what to do. They are going to save us. 
And we are not giving money out to 
the States and the counties, with all 
the problems at the State level or deal-
ing with the problems in our own sys-
tem, or preparing for all the people 
who are going to come on to Medicare 
and Social Security in 2008 or 2009 or 
2010. We are not preparing for that at 
all.

b 1945 
Today, we are giving it all away. And 

then we are saying, gee, Social Secu-
rity does not work anymore, Medicare 
does not work anymore. We have to put 
that responsibility on people. 

Next Friday, a week from today, we 
will be dismantling the Medicare sys-
tem in the same way. That is the sys-
tem that this party has put in order 
and they are going to keep doing it one 
week at a time, and we are seeing it, 
and we will not have any money to re-
spond to that because we have given it 
all away. 

Now, we have a choice tomorrow. We 
could say no to the President’s way and 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
chairman’s way. The chairman said up-
stairs that the Congress is kind of like 
a poker game where everybody sits 
down at the table and at the end of the 
night the same amount of money is 
there, but different people have it. And 
what I am saying, my answer to that is 
yes, that is true, and I think that ordi-
nary working people ought to get it 
and the Democratic proposal is an at-
tempt to do that. But the leadership of 
this House is going to bring in a bill to-
morrow that will make it increasingly 
unfair in this country. 

I congratulate my colleagues from 
North Carolina and Virginia and Con-
necticut for coming down here and let-
ting the people know that the Demo-
crats do have a proposal, because they 
will control the rule tomorrow in such 
a way it will look like we did not even 
have any ideas. We do have ideas, but 
they are not consistent with giving it 
all to the people on the top. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are sitting there, after dinner, at the 
dinner table and you think to yourself, 
does somebody who makes $1 million 
really need a $105,000 tax break? I mean 
just ask yourself. And then you think 
about the people in your neighborhood 
who are scraping to pay their drug ben-
efits and do the things that they have 
to do for themselves. My mother just 
bought a hearing aid. She is 93. Hearing 
aids cost $800 if you can get a cheap 
one. They are not covered by Medicare. 
So if you do not have kids who can help 
you, you do not get a hearing aid. 

I mean, do we really need to give all 
of this money to the people on the top? 
Where is the fairness in that? 
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I think the gentleman from North 

Carolina (Mr. PRICE) should be con-
gratulated for his effort tonight to give 
the people an understanding of what is 
going on. It is unfair. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman and I 
particularly appreciate his focus on the 
plight of the States. My colleagues 
may recall that the governors were in 
town a few weeks ago, Democratic and 
Republican governors who went to the 
White House, I understand, and talked 
about the ways that in a temporary 
way there could be some help for the 
States and, as we said earlier, help for 
the States is one of the best ways to 
stimulate the economy. It gives good 
bang for the buck. They suggested such 
obvious ideas as a little better cost-
sharing on Medicare temporarily to 
tide them over. What kind of reception 
did they get down there, Republican 
and Democratic governors alike? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. They basically 
were stiffed. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Stiff-
armed, I understand. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not think the American people under-
stand, and the gentleman is down in 
Chapel Hill and he knows the pressure 
that is on the hospitals; it is the same 
in Chicago or Richmond or Seattle or 
New York or anywhere. What we are 
saying to those counties, to those cit-
ies, to those States, we are not going 
to help you. You are on your own. The 
President made no provision. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. What 
about our Republican colleagues in the 
House? They are supposedly in closer 
touch with these local communities. 
Does their bill contain one dime of help 
for the States? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. No, not a single 
dime. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. And 
the Democratic plan, $44 billion, it is 
temporary, it stimulates the economy, 
it helps bail the States out. It will help 
avoid counterproductive things at the 
State level, cutting back services, rais-
ing taxes. What good is it going to do 
to cut taxes here if they have to be re-
imposed at the State level? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the long-term effects of not deal-
ing with the social problems in this so-
ciety are more costly in the end than if 
you put the money up front. If you do 
not feed people and take care of them 
and give them preventive health care, 
you pay much more at the far end 
when they are seriously ill and then 
you spend thousands and thousands of 
dollars that would not have been nec-
essary if you had dealt with it in the 
early stages. It is so cost ineffective. 

We talk about history. I do not know 
where the people went who were here 
on the other side when I came here. 
They used to talk about deficits being 
terrible and bad, and they have all dis-
appeared. I mean I sat on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the 
Treasury Secretary, Mr. Snow, came 
before us and said, deficits are not bad. 

I could not believe what is going on. 
We are going to spend so much money 
financing that debt. And the gentleman 
and I, we will not do it. It will be our 
kids. That is not fair. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, there is nobody within our 
hearing tonight who could not think of 
better public and private uses for that 
than throwing it down the rat hole of 
$300 billion, $400 billion of interest on 
the debt each year. I thank the gen-
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased now to rec-
ognize our colleague from Virginia, an-
other colleague from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT), a member of the Committee on 
the Budget and a much respected Mem-
ber of this body who has made himself 
an expert on budget affairs, and we ap-
preciate him having his usual array of 
charts tonight to illustrate the situa-
tion we are facing. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from North 
Carolina for his distinguished leader-
ship on this budget issue. It is a very 
difficult issue and the gentleman has 
provided excellent leadership, and we 
thank him for that service.

The gentleman is right, I like to use 
charts, because we have heard a lot of 
descriptions, we have heard a lot of ad-
jectives and projections. Let us just 
look at the numbers. This chart shows 
the numbers over the past few years of 
what the deficit has been, starting with 
Presidents Johnson, Nixon, Ford, 
Carter, great deficits under Presidents 
Reagan and the first Bush. And we 
have heard comments about the 1993 
vote when President Clinton came in, 
without a Republican vote in the entire 
House or Senate, very close votes, 218 
to 216 in the House, 50–50 with Vice 
president Gore breaking the tie in the 
Senate. And, as a direct result of that, 
along with economic growth, every 
year was better than the one before 
until we went into a surplus. Social Se-
curity and the lockbox, Medicare in a 
lockbox and a $100 billion surplus after 
that. 

The Republicans will say that after 2 
years of the Clinton administration, 
they took over. That is true, and they 
offered the same kind of tax cuts that 
President Bush has signed, but Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed that bill. They 
threatened to close down the govern-
ment. He vetoed it again. They closed 
down the government. He vetoed the 
bill again, and continued vetoing their 
irresponsible tax cuts year after year 
as the budget situation got better and 
better each year. Under his leadership, 
he had enough Democrats in the House 
and the Senate to sustain those vetoes 
and control the budget situation year 
after year, each year being better than 
the last. 

When President Bush came in, he 
signed those irresponsible tax cuts and 
we see what happens. Actually, this 
chart, as bad as it looks, needs to be 
updated. We have not gotten the more 
recent numbers; it may in fact be off 
the chart. 

People ask, well, if things are this 
bad, where is the Democratic plan? 
Well, the Democratic plan is in green. 
That is our plan; this is their plan. 

Now, how did we get in this mess? We 
got in this mess with tax cuts and we 
have asked, well, who got the tax cuts? 
And you have heard the adjectives. Let 
us look at the graph. The bottom 20 
percent, the next 20 percent, the middle 
20 percent, the fourth 20 percent, and 
the top 20 percent, blue is the 2001 tax 
cut, green is the proposed 2003 tax cut. 
The same pattern. 

Now, there is a line that is hard to 
see right at about the 50 percent mark. 
The top 1 percent get 50 percent of the 
tax cut that we enacted in 2001. So we 
have a budget mess. We got there with 
tax cuts to the wealthy, and we were 
told that the reason we needed to do 
that, the reason we needed to mess up 
the budget to give tax cuts to the 
wealthy was to create jobs. 

Let us look at the jobs per adminis-
tration, the second Truman adminis-
tration, the Eisenhower administra-
tion, first and second, Kennedy, John-
son, Johnson, all of the administra-
tions over the years, the job creation 
record, George W. Bush, President 
Bush, the worst job creation record 
since the Truman administration, a 
loss of over 2.5 million jobs. 

Now, we are told that, well, what do 
you expect after September 11? Let us 
point out that this chart includes the 
Korean War. It includes the Vietnam 
War. It includes the whole Cold War, 
the first Persian Gulf War, hostages 
taken in Iran, it includes all of that, 
and still the worst in over 50 years. 

So how bad does it have to get before 
we acknowledge that it did not work? 

What did we get? We got debt. If we 
left the budget alone, we would have 
paid off the national debt by 2008. The 
projection in May of 2001, right after 
this administration came in, virtually 
no debt held by the public. Instead, in 
2008 we are going to have almost $5 
trillion in debt. 

With debt, we get interest on the na-
tional debt. Let us look at the interest. 
The interest on the national debt, be-
cause the debt was going to zero, was 
going to zero, interest on the national 
debt. Instead, this red line is the inter-
est on the national debt that we have 
to pay. And the difference as we go, the 
billions of dollars in additional debt by 
2010, $1.6 trillion wasted in additional 
interest on the national debt that we 
would not have had to pay. 

Now, let us put these numbers in per-
spective. The green is the interest on 
the national debt that we were going to 
pay going down to zero. Red is the in-
terest on the national debt that we are 
going to pay. Blue is the defense budg-
et. To show how much interest on the 
national debt we are going to end up 
paying and put it in perspective, in-
stead of zero we are going to be spend-
ing almost as much interest on the na-
tional debt as we are spending on na-
tional defense. 
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Now, let us make it personal. Take 

the interest on the national debt, di-
vided by the population, multiplied by 
4, what is a family of four’s portion of 
the national debt? Right now it is 
about $4,500 every year, interest on the 
national debt going to zero. By 2013, be-
cause we have messed up the budget, 
interest on the national debt, a family 
of four’s portion of interest on the na-
tional debt, $8,500 and growing. That 
means the first $8,500, you get nothing, 
except pay for what has already been 
spent. 

Now, the next chart shows how chal-
lenging a situation we have gotten our-
selves into because this is the Social 
Security chart. Right now, we are not 
even balancing the budget, spending 
the Social Security surplus. We are not 
balancing the budget. But in 2017, be-
cause the baby boomers are retiring, 
we are having a deficit, almost $1 tril-
lion, running up to about $1 trillion 
over the next 30 years. If we cannot 
balance the budget with a Social Secu-
rity surplus and we are spending the 
surplus, what are we going to be doing 
out here when we have a $300 billion 
deficit, divided by 300 million people in 
America, $1,000 a piece, will be $300 bil-
lion, that is $1,000 for every man, 
woman, and child, for Social Security 
deficit, you end up with the interest on 
the national debt deficit. How bad does 
it have to get? 

There is one more thing I want to 
mention. That is, I told my colleagues 
about the chart where 1 percent gets 
half of the tax cut. Instead of the tax 
cut for the upper 1 percent, if we had 
allocated that into a trust fund for So-
cial Security, we could pay Social Se-
curity for the next 75 years without 
any diminution in benefits. Seventy-
five years for the tax cut that the top 
1 percent got. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford an-
other tax cut. We need to go back to 
the green, the Democratic plan. What 
we are doing, what we have done to the 
budget is obscene. What we are doing 
to the budget is just unconscionable. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if I could just ask the gen-
tleman to underscore what he just said. 
Are you saying that the amount that it 
would take to make Social Security 
whole for the next 75 years is less than 
the amount of this Republican tax cut? 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
it is less than what the top 1 percent 
got in 2001. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Yes. 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Speaker, I am very intrigued by the 
gentleman’s charts, and it seems to 
me, based on the number of speakers 
that we have had in this hour that we 
have been given; my question is, Mr. 
Stockton used to say that what we 
have to do in order to get rid of these 
social programs that the Democrats 
have put forward like Social Security, 
Medicare, and Medicaid, is starve the 
beast.

b 2000 
Is this not the method that is now 

being used? We have just heard the 
gentleman from Washington State talk 
about what is going to happen next 
week with respect to Medicare. We saw 
a budget atrocity last week. And now 
we are talking about taxes, a tax cut 
tomorrow that basically leaves us, as 
your charts amplify, with no money to 
provide for these much-needed and 
highly successful and highly valued 
programs that have helped all of our 
citizens. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. You cannot 
get to balance through spending cuts. 
As I indicated, the entire defense budg-
et is about $400 billion. We are 500 bil-
lion and counting, slightly offset be-
cause we are spending $150 billion on 
Medicare and Social Security surplus 
that is coming in. But this is out of 
budget. The onbudget part of the budg-
et, what is coming in and going out 
outside of Social Security and Medi-
care is $500 billion. The entire defense 
budget. Everything we spend outside of 
Social Security, Medicare, and defense 
and pensions, everything is about $800 
billion. Everything. Foreign aid, FBI, 
prisons, NASA, everything, education, 
roads, everything. It is about 800. If 
you cut the government in half, you 
could not balance it as bad as it has 
gotten. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. So this 
is incredible when you think that this 
seems to be all part of a design, a de-
sign that is geared to in fact deny peo-
ple over time the ability to respond to 
needs that we know, as your charts il-
lustrate, with the baby boomers retir-
ing, that are funds that are going to be 
necessitated, less the programs per the 
design of starving the beast, the beast 
in this case being social programs. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. You cannot 
create a chart like this by accident. 
Eight consecutive years, each year bet-
ter than the last; under the present ad-
ministration, each year worse than the 
last and no help in sight. You do not do 
that by accident. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I won-
der if the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) would put the chart back up 
giving the distribution of who benefits 
from these tax cuts, because on the 
talk shows these days you sometimes 
hear it said, well, of course, the tax 
cuts are mainly going to benefit the 
wealthy because they are the ones that 
pay the taxes. As a matter of fact, is it 
not true that this tax cut compounds 
the advantage of the wealthy? It does 
not just mirror their advantage. 

For example, if you look just at mil-
lionaires, millionaires in this country 
pay 19 percent of the income taxes, but 
what percent of this tax cut do you 
think they get? Twenty-seven percent. 
They get 27 percent of the tax cut; they 
pay 19 percent of the taxes. So it just 
does not wash to say, well, they are 
paying more taxes, so naturally they 
get a better tax cut. 

The fact is this is a grossly unfair tax 
cut, and it targets those in the upper 

brackets. That is not fair, but it also 
does not do what needs to be done in 
terms of turning this economy around. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
this chart shows that the top one per-
cent get half the tax cut that we en-
acted in 2001. The people in the lower 
brackets who are more likely to spend 
the money and stimulate the economy, 
you can hardly see the lines that they 
get. The top 20 percent get the lion’s 
share of the tax cut and virtually noth-
ing on down. All of the studies show if 
you give money to those who are most 
likely to spend it, you will stimulate 
the economy. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for a very fine 
presentation. 

I yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON).

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, again noting the chart there, 
I just want to point out that certainly 
it is true that most individuals are 
happy to get any form of a tax cut 
from their government. That is an in-
disputable truth. People like to receive 
a tax cut. When I go home to my dis-
trict and talk to people about a tax 
cut, they are generally enthused, even 
if it is a modest amount. But when you 
explain to them the ramification of 
this tax cut, the enormity of the tax 
cut, the extended amount of time, and 
then what will have to be sacrificed in 
order to achieve that goal, it is an en-
tirely different story. 

People back in my district in Con-
necticut have a lot of common sense. 
They understand that you cannot have 
it all. We cannot possibly prosecute the 
war in Afghanistan, the war against 
terror, the war against Iraq and not 
sacrifice. And yet seemingly with both 
our budget proposals and now our tax 
cuts we are asking people to sacrifice. 
The people we are asking to sacrifice 
are the veterans, the elderly in need of 
prescription drugs, the towns and 
States as have been enumerated here 
today that desperately need town aid 
so they will not have to raise local 
taxes or cut programs and close 
schools, the communities that need 
school construction funds, the amount 
of money that will not be available for 
special education, that we will con-
tinue to underfund that program, a 
Federal commitment. We have enough 
money to provide a tax cut for the 
wealthiest 1 percent, but not enough to 
take care of those in the shadows of 
life, those in the dawn of life, and those 
in the twilight of life as Hubert Hum-
phrey would so eloquently talk about. 

So tomorrow we are seeing a philo-
sophical debate on the direction and 
focus of this Nation. And what the Na-
tion stands for in a time of sacrifice 
when men and women are truly sacri-
ficing their lives overseas to defend our 
vital freedoms for what? When they 
come home and face the devastating 
deficits and the problematic concerns 
that that will raise for each and every 
one of their children as we project 
these deficits out into the future. 
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This is an outrage. We do not have 

the megaphone here. We cannot even 
get a small voice because of how our 
Committee on Rules allocates time for 
people to come to the floor. I commend 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE), always able to articulate 
in a very intelligent manner the dis-
parity that exists here and providing 
the intellectual underpinnings hope-
fully so the other voices in America be-
sides the right wing and talk radio get 
the message out here to the American 
public what is absolutely happening to 
them. 

People understand you cannot have 
it all. What the Democratic proposal 
demonstrates is that knowing that and 
knowing that we are going to have to 
sacrifice, should we not make sure that 
there is money there for prescription 
drugs, for school construction, for So-
cial Security, for Medicare, Medicaid. 
Our hospitals are crying to us because 
of the needs that they have to take 
care of the population that comes to 
our urban and rural hospitals on a 
daily basis. I thank the gentleman for 
his strong voice here on the floor. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman is absolutely 
right. As to the pressing nature of 
these needs, many of them carry out of 
the State level at the time that our 
States are flat on their back fiscally, 
and our Republican friends are offering 
no help in that regard whatsoever. 

The gentleman talks about tax cuts. 
And we know people would rather pay 
less taxes than more. We are all 
pleased when we can offer tax cuts; but 
it does matter what kind of tax cuts. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Ask 
them if they would like to see a vet-
eran get his benefits. Would they fore-
go a tax cut to see veterans get their 
benefits? These are the questions the 
American public needs to ask them-
selves. Would you forego the tax cut so 
your parents could have prescription 
drugs? Would you forego a tax cut so 
you did not have to raise local property 
taxes and actually provide school con-
struction or lessen the burden that 
school districts have to pay because of 
special education? Would you be will-
ing to forego that tax cut if we were re-
investing in our infrastructure and pro-
viding jobs for people? That is what the 
Democratic proposal is all about. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Sure 
and that is what we need to face. If you 
are going to have tax cuts then, for 
goodness sake, have the honesty and 
the integrity to pay for those tax cuts 
so it is not coming out of the hide of 
the most vulnerable among us. 

There are some tax cuts in the Demo-
cratic proposal, but they are aimed at 
the broad middle class in this country. 
They were designed to stimulate the 
economy and they are paid for. And in 
all three of those respects they con-
trast with these upper-bracket tax cuts 
which our Republican friends are try-
ing to peddle as an economic stimulus 
when I do not know any economist who 
is going to tell you you get much bang 

for the buck from cutting the tax on 
dividends for goodness sake. The esti-
mate I have heard is 9 cents on the dol-
lar. That is not a very good return. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. The 
gentleman is absolutely right. I could 
not agree more with him. To quote our 
leader as she often says, ‘‘These are 
both fair and fast-acting and fiscally 
responsible.’’

That is the alternative that is being 
presented tomorrow. It is up to us to 
get back to our districts and talk to 
people. I have held town hearings on 
these issues which I think are vitally 
important so that average citizens get 
to speak up. 

They get it when they see the choice. 
Tomorrow is going to be an orches-
trated event whereby a proposal will be 
jammed down the minority’s throat 
with maybe an hour of debate on an 
issue that is this important to the 
American citizens. 

We owe it, Democrat and Republican 
alike, to go back to our districts and 
say during this time of national crisis 
as we are fighting terrorism, ask them 
plainly and clearly, would you forego a 
tax cut so that you get prescription 
drugs for the people that need them? 
So that the veterans can get their ben-
efits? So that school buildings could be 
paid for and technologically upgraded? 
So that the special education students 
would get their fair share of money, 
lessening the burdens on our local com-
munities and States? 

It is great to pat yourself on the back 
here and say you gave a tax cut, but 
our tax cuts here become their tax in-
creases back home with a suffering 
burden that none of our States and mu-
nicipalities can afford at this time. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. 

Before we run out of time, I want to 
turn to one of our most passionate and 
effective advocates in the House, the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) for orga-
nizing this stellar Special Order this 
evening on the important question of 
economic stimulus and recovery for 
our people and join with all of my able 
colleagues, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), and others 
this evening. 

I just wanted to mention jobs, J-O-B-
S; and the Republican tax cut bill is a 
job killer. There is plenty of evidence 
that this plan is merely a repeat of 
what happened in 2001 in this Congress, 
in the first Bush tax bill that came be-
fore us where now we have lost 3 mil-
lion more jobs across this country. 

It is also a debt-accumulator bill. 
This tax bill is not going to balance the 
budget. It is going to increase the def-
icit. I always thought Republicans 
were budget balancers. That is what 
Republicans used to be. They are not 
that anymore. And I just wanted to 
point out back in 1981 when Congress-
man DICK CHENEY was a Member of this 

House, I came here 2 years later in the 
midst of the worst recession America 
had faced since the Great Depression. 
July 29, 1981, when Mr. CHENEY chaired 
the Republican Policy Committee here, 
a bill was passed that they called the 
1981 tax cut bill. And in the following 2 
years, millions of Americans were 
thrown on to unemployment lines; and 
I became part of a class to try to re-
store economic integrity to this coun-
try. It took us almost 20 years until 
Bill Clinton became President of the 
United States. And in 1993, 1996, we 
began to restore those surpluses that 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) referenced. 

In 2001 under the first Bush plan, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) said here, ‘‘By moving quickly our 
hope is to have both monetary and fis-
cal policy pull this economy out of its 
nose dive.’’

And again, now, we have another job-
killer bill. We had a job-killer bill in 
1981. We had a job-killer bill in 2001, 
and now we will have another job-killer 
bill brought up on this floor tomorrow. 
It seems to me that one thing Demo-
crats stand for is full employment and 
good jobs. We should reject this bill to-
morrow. It is a repeat of the same old 
hash they gave us back in 1981 and they 
gave us in 2001. We should not be 
snookered for the third time. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman, and 
I want to thank all of my colleagues 
who were part of this Special Order to-
night. 

Often we have very heated debates in 
this House and we have a good bit of 
rhetoric filling the air; sometimes 
there may even be an exaggeration or 
two. But I must say with respect to 
this bill tomorrow and with respect to 
our fiscal situation, we are not exag-
gerating. We are not exaggerating the 
danger we face. We are not exag-
gerating the unprecedented character 
of the risks that are being taken with 
our fiscal future by this administration 
and by the leadership of this House.

b 2015 

We are not exaggerating the dif-
ferences between the parties. 

There is a simple three-point test 
that any proposal ought to be able to 
pass: Is it effective? Does it stimulate 
the economy? Is it broad based and 
fair? Is it fiscally responsible? The two 
plans before us tomorrow could not be 
more opposed or more different in the 
way those basic questions are an-
swered. 

So I thank all of my colleagues for 
helping us line this out tonight and ad-
dress our colleagues about this critical 
debate. It is not an exaggeration to say 
that our fiscal future is on the line, 
and I appreciate all those who have 
helped point that out so forcefully this 
evening.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
discuss the tax proposal the House Ways and 
Means Committee approved on a party-line 
vote of 24–15 last Tuesday. I believe that 
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what the committee reported to the House 
floor is flawed, misguided and will harm our 
American economy now and for generations to 
come. 

I agree with Ways and Means Committee 
Chairman THOMAS’s assertion during the com-
mittee’s consideration of the tax bill that, 
‘‘Congress must take bold steps to spur eco-
nomic expansion, create more jobs for work-
ers, better opportunities for families and bigger 
paychecks for all Americans.’’ I agree with 
that. But, I strongly disagree with the ways 
and means by which he intends to accomplish 
these goals. 

Mr. THOMAS’s bill focuses tax relief on the 
wealthiest 1 percent of the population by pro-
viding tax cuts mainly on stock dividends and 
capital gains. Many economists have rated 
this proposal as very ineffective in stimulating 
the economy. It would be more appropriate to 
provide an immediate increase in the child tax 
credit, marriage penalty relief and the expan-
sion of the 10-percent tax bracket.

With deficits soaring, the last thing our gov-
ernment should be doing is proposing major 
tax cuts that do not spur economic growth. 
Our government would be borrowing to fi-
nance the revenue losses associated with the 
tax cuts for years to come. Furthermore, 
Chairman THOMAS’s proposal fails to include 
support for state and local governments. It 
crowds out Federal investment in education, 
training, infrastructure, and research and de-
velopment to pay for their tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

Next year, the GOP tax plan gives tax cuts 
totaling approximately $44 billion to those 
making over $374,000 a year, while their 
budget provides $9.7 billion less than the 
amount promised in the No Child Left Behind 
Act for educating our children. 

The Thomas plan also allows the extended 
unemployment benefits program to expire May 
31, 2003, leading to millions of families being 
denied needed unemployment insurance. 

Not only would extending benefits help the 
families of nearly 5 million out-of-work Ameri-
cans pay their bills, it would also efficiently 
jumpstart the economy by putting money into 
the pockets of consumers who will spend it. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this plan 
when it comes to the floor of the House.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time.

f 

REPUBLICANS’ JOBS AND GROWTH 
PACKAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida). Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. WILSON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise tonight with several of 
my colleagues in support of the Repub-
licans’ jobs and growth package, H.R. 
2, which we are scheduled to vote on 
tomorrow; and in fact, this vote is so 
important, I am really going to be 
missing a very significant event in 
South Carolina. 

We are very proud that President 
George W. Bush is going to be com-
mencement speaker tomorrow at the 

University of South Carolina for grad-
uation. I am just so proud of our presi-
dent there, President Sorenson, what 
he has done for our institution, the 
trustees, Mack Whittle, Miles Loaholt, 
Mark Buyck, Eddie Floyd. They are 
working so hard to make the Univer-
sity of South Carolina, my alma mater 
from law school, one of the best univer-
sities in the United States; and cer-
tainly having our President there to-
morrow, I am just so proud, and I know 
that my wife, Roxanne, will be right on 
the front row with our sons Julian and 
Hunter and Alan to encourage the 
President. 

Our economy is hurting and it needs 
an immediate boost. House Repub-
licans believe the best way to get the 
economy back on track is to allow 
Americans to keep more of their own 
money, and I heard a few minutes ago 
that indeed it was not the public’s 
money, it was not the people’s money; 
but I know so well that, indeed, it is 
the people’s money, and that is the 
first fact that we should address; and I 
appreciate good people like Jerry Bell 
of the Lexington County Chronicle 
making that point almost every week 
in his publication. 

This will give the economy an imme-
diate shot in the arm by accelerating 
tax relief from the marriage penalty, 
increasing the child tax credit and pro-
viding working families with more of 
their hard-earned dollars through ac-
celerated income tax relief. 

Furthermore, with sizeable, long-
term tax relief on capital, businesses 
will receive investment incentives that 
will help create more jobs. This Repub-
lican plan is estimated to create 1.2 
million jobs by the end of 2004 alone 
and will create many more in the years 
to come. 

On the other side of the aisle, House 
Democrats are talking about a govern-
ment growth package. It busts a $30 
billion hole in the budget, guts the Re-
publican child tax credit increases, and 
it weakens job growth by watering 
down Republican tax relief for small 
businesses. Once again, the Democrats’ 
answer to every problem, raise taxes 
and spend more. 

Americans are already overtaxed. 
Americans for Tax Reform, an invalu-
able nonprofit group headed by the vi-
sionary Grover Norquist, has tracked 
the tax burden in a way that puts it in 
proper perspective. Each year, Ameri-
cans for Tax Reform determines the 
cost to government date which is the 
average date at which every American 
worker has earned enough to pay his or 
her share of taxes imposed by Federal, 
State and local governments. The cost 
to government date 2002 was July 1, 
representing the largest tax burden 
since 1996. 

Today, we are working a full 6 
months just to give Uncle Sam his 
yearly check before we can even begin 
to earn enough to pay for food, health 
care, medicine, housing, clothing, col-
lege tuition, car payments and all the 
other needs that we have to provide for 
our families. 

My friend and former Congressman, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
WATTS), put it best when he said, 
‘‘Americans are taxed when we turn on 
a light. We are taxed when we use the 
phone. We are taxed when we eat 
lunch. We are taxed when we do 
brunch. Moms are taxed at the gas 
pump when they fill the tank to drive 
the kids home from a little league 
game. Dads are taxed when they try to 
save a few bucks for retirement in 
order to provide for their families, and 
Grandma and Grandpa are taxed for 
having the audacity to die.’’ 

Ronald Reagan was even more blunt 
and always correct when he described 
the government’s economic policy this 
way, ‘‘If it moves, tax it.’’

President George W. Bush under-
stands that Americans are overtaxed. 
President Bush also understands that 
the only way to increase jobs in Amer-
ica is to allow individuals and small 
businesses to keep more of their own 
money to invest in our economy. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
THOMAS), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, has crafted 
a very wise and sensible bill that takes 
the best solutions of President Bush’s 
proposals, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for this bill tomorrow. 

Americans have given Republicans a 
tremendous opportunity to lead on 
issues that affect every working fam-
ily. We must not squander this moment 
and work to bring them real tax relief. 
Let us hold true to the commission 
given by President Ronald Reagan. 

We need true tax reform that will at 
least make a start toward restoring for 
our children the American Dream, that 
wealth is denied to no one, that each 
individual has the right to fly as high 
as his strength and ability will take 
him. 

At this time, I will be yielding to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
HAYES). He is a very respected member 
on the Committee on Armed Services. 
He also serves on the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, the 
Committee on Agriculture; and I know 
firsthand the respect that his constitu-
ents have for him. 

Last year, I went with my sons Ju-
lian and Hunter door to door in his 
hometown of Concord, North Carolina; 
and that is where one really finds out 
what people think of their local Con-
gressman, and I found out that he was 
a person who was well thought of. He 
was highly respected and my col-
leagues will see tonight what a knowl-
edgeable and fine person the Congress-
man from North Carolina is. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my good friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. WILSON), for yielding time; and if 
I may, I would like my colleague to 
yield just a few moments of time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURPHY), who has a very important 
issue that he wants to raise before we 
continue to discuss the important issue 
of how can we in the U.S. Congress 
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